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1V2373990 


SUBJECT: MAUVETTE RIGGIO, 
DEPUTY, 


DATE(S) / TIME OF INCIDENT: BETWEEN JANUARY OF 2009, AND DECEMBER 
OF 2014. 


ALLEGATIONS: 
The Internal Criminal Investigation Bureau (ICIB) was contacted by an 
stated Subject Mauvette Riggio was 


During the investigation, ICIB learned the 
(iB was conducting an investigation regarding a narcotics ring 
operating out of the San Pedro area. Subject Riggio was identified as a person of 
interest, and her cell phone numbers were identified in their operation. Subject 
Riggio’s cell phones and home phone were found to be contacting persons of interest in 
the [J investigation. 


The ICIB investigation revealed the potential criminal and Department violations were; 
prohibited association with parolees and convicted felons; suspicious circumstances, 
possible possession of narcotics (cocaine) for sale, possible possession of narcotics 
(Steroids), possible possession of narcotics (cocaine), and False Impersonation of a 
Police Officer. These alleged criminal violations were investigated under criminal case 
file number, 912-00089-2003-441. 


In November of 2014, ICIB investigators interviewed Subject Riggio, and her EE. 

Their conclusion was to close the criminal case and forward their 
findings to the Internal Affairs Bureau. Refer to ICIB Book, (Exhibit A). A closure 
memo was written on January 14, 2015. The criminal case was closed as a result of a 
lack of probable cause to determine a crime had occurred, (Exhibit C). 


SYNOPSIS: 

Subject Riggio, prior to joining the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department in 1999, 
was aware her i had i EE who 
was in prison. ad been in and out of prison and jail, throughout most 
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of Subject Riggio’s career. In 2009, Subject Riggio took custody of zane 

i and Subject Riggio communicated over the phone while 
was in custody at Twin Towers Correctional Facility Jail. Subject 

in custody, in October and November of 2009. 

signed a notarized document giving Subject Riggio temporary custody 
of his two children, while he was in jail. The Department of Children of Family Services 
(DCFS) assigned a case worker to monitor SE chiiccen's welfare. They 
additionally documented Subject Riggio’s as a primary care taker of the children, while 
ca was in custody. 


IAB Note: Due to this report containing numerous persons with the last name 
of Riggio, every “Riggio” will be referred to throughout this report by 
their first and last names, with the exception of Mauvette Riggio. 
She will be referred to as Subject Riggio. 


Based on the allegations, the investigation was assigned to ICIB, to conduct a criminal 
investigation. The i advised ICIB investigators they were conducting an 
investigation regarding a narcotics ring in the San Pedro area. Subject Riggio’s and 
=e phone numbers were identified during the investigation. 
Several charts and phone records revealed Subject Riggio, or her 

had made or received phone calls from persons who were known Rancho San 


Pedro gang members, and persons who had an extensive criminal history, (Exhibit A, 
pages 10 thru 16). 


The ICIB investigation revealed, twelve recorded phone calls (Exhibit G) were made 
from Chukka Walla Valley State Prison to Subject Riggio’s home phone. All of the 
calls were from Inmate During these phone conversations, both 
Subject Riggio and spoke with mE ICIB summarized 
the phone conversations, which include the following topics: Subject Riggio’s work with 
the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department, at Lomita Station; narcotic activity; 


including cocaine, heroin and steroids, prison and gang affiliations; including murder for 
hire, robberies, and assaults, (Exhibit A, pages 16 thru 19). 
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IAB Note: Subject Riggio was off work in 2010 from January 1, 2010, to April 
2, 2010. See time records (Miscellaneous documents). 


IAB note: 


g gation, ICIB 
monitored a phone conversation from the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department 


County Jail Inmate Phone System. The phone conversation was between [ES 
and rae ee ot During this recorded phone conversation, they discussed an 
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incident when Subject Riggio walked in on Ee] while he was using 
cocaine (Exhibit A, page 36). 


In February of 2013, ICIB investigators received a phone call from | | 


was waiting to be sentenced in the E investigation, which included 
Subject Riggio, and ETE see flow chart (Exhibit B, Item #5). BE 


told ICIB investigators he used drugs inside Subject Riggio’s house with 
and several other persons, in 2012. said Subject 
eae does not use narcotics, but she tolerated drug activities. 


stated he was aware Subject Riggio was a deputy sheriff, who worked 
at Lomita Sheriffs Station (Exhibit A, pages 42, 43). 


In November of 2013, ICIB investigators interviewed who is the 
SS PE corned nor 


is a Rancho San Pedro gang member. She stated used 
methamphetamine and cocaine on a regular basis, but was unaware if he sold 
narcotics. She stated Subject Riggio used her position as a deputy sheriff, regarding 
child custody matters to assist ee -< 0 Subject Riggio 
was a “dirty cop,” but did not provide any details of any criminal activity. 


In June of 2014, ICIB investigator's contacted the $] The J did not reveal any 
new information to the ICIB investigators, regarding their narcotic investigation, which 
included Subject oS =: rT 


On November 3, 2014, ICIB Investigators interviewed Subject Riggio. At the 
conclusion of the interview, Subject Riggio provided ICIB investigators with a box that 
contained testosterone, EV1-5. The ICIB investigators took photographs of the 
following: a make shift storage area in the bedroom closet of Subject Riggio, where AR- 
15 weapons were removed from, a photograph from Subject Riggio’s phone where she 
and — posed for a picture at a wedding, and the box containing the 
steroids, see photographs (Exhibit D), which were recovered from Subject Riggio’s 
residence. On November 10, 2014, ICIB investigators interviewed ere 
The ICIB interviews of Subject Riggio, and orc transcribed, and 
attached with this case. 


On March 17, 2015, a request for an Internal Affairs Bureau investigation was initiated 
naming Subject Riggio (Miscellaneous Documents) in this investigation. 


On October 13, 2015, IAB investigator contacted ICIB investigators regarding numerous 
blacked out pages (Exhibit A, pages 1 thru 6), missing from their investigation. 

These pages were redacted prior to sending the investigation to Internal Affairs Bureau. 
ICIB investigators advised the redacted information was to protect the BE 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY Page 4 of 31 IV 2373990 


———— ey 


On October 29, 2015, IAB investigators interviewed Witness Harris. Additionally, 
Harbor Division of the Los Angeles City Police Department was contacted by IAB 
investigators regarding discovery (Exhibit H). 


On November 5, 2015, IAB investigators contacted Sandy Poole from Communications 
and Fleet Management. She was provided a list of names, found in (Exhibit I), used in 
criminal case, (MM. These names were run through several Sheriff's 
Department's data base systems, including the Mobile Digital Computer (MDC), and 


Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD). _The results revealed one hit listed in (Exhibit 1), 
indicating Subject Riggio, ran on January 27, 2012. 


IAB Note: The program the names were run through is called {qa 
This program is found in the Regional Allocation of Police 

Services (RAPS). Names were run through a Text String. The 
system checks unit history and the exact match will be found on 
unique names, or driver's license numbers. The unit, date, and 
shift, is identified when the name ran matches the inquiry. 
(Exhibit J) include Subject Riggio’s unit detail history, which 
verified the name that was found using the ‘S for 
this investigation. 


On November 12, 2015, Subject Riggio was interviewed by Internal Affairs Bureau 
investigators. During the interview, Subject Riggio listened to several Audio recordings 
(Exhibit G, J calls, 1,6,11,12) of Subject Riggio and (EEE speaking to 
each other, while es 2: an inmate at Chuckawalla Valley State Prison. 


On November 23, 2015, IAB investigators interviewed Witness Garcia. 


On November 24, 2015, IAB investigators contacted DCFS and verified in 2009, Subject 
Riggio went through the process of obtaining temporary custody of eee 
child. 


On November 24, 2015, IAB investigators interviewed Witness Velasquez. Witness 


Velazquez provided a visitor pass (Exhibit K), dated October 29, 2009, of Subject 
Riggio visiting Inmate at Twin Towers Custody Facility. 


On December 1, 2015, Witness Velazquez provided an additional visitor pass and log 


Exhibit K), dated November 14, 2009, of Subject Riggio visiting Inmate 
at Twin Towers Custody Facility. 
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INVESTIGATION: 

Internal Affairs Bureau and Internal Criminal Investigation Bureau investigators 
interviewed the below personnel and witness. Following is a summary of their 
interviews. For more information and precise wording, see the attached verbatim 
interview transcriptions. 


Witness Sergeant La Tanya Harris 

On October 29, 2015, Internal Affairs Bureau Investigator Sergeant Todd Knight 
interviewed Sergeant La Tanya Harris. Sergeant Harris was interviewed as a Witness. 
The interview was conducted in the sergeant's office at Inglewood Court. The 
interview was digitally recorded and transcribed. The audio file and transcript were 
submitted with this case. 


Witness Harris said she has been assigned as the supervising sergeant, at Inglewood 
Court, for the past three years. During her tenure at Inglewood Court, Witness Harris 
supervised Subject Riggio for approximately one year. Witness Harris could not recall 
the dates she supervised Subject Riggio. Witness Harris described her relationship 
with Subject Riggio as Supervisor/employee, but stated she has a close relationship 
with all of her staff. 


Witness Harris recalled having personal conversations with Subject Riggio regarding 
her disabled child, and the disabled child's {J who was not providing support to 
Subject Riggio. Witness Harris was asked if she recalled having a conversation with 
Subject Riggio regarding Subject Riggio’ EEN, who was incarcerated. 
Witness Harris did not recall having a conversation with Subject Riggio regarding any 
incarcerated family member. Witness Harris said if Subject Riggio would have made a 
notification regarding an incarcerated family member, she would have requested 

a memo from Subject Riggio, to forward to their captain. Witness Harris said she did 
not recall receiving a memo from Subject Riggio, regarding any family member who 
may have been incarcerated. 


Witness Lieutenant Noe Garcia 

On November 23, 2015, Internal Affairs Bureau Investigator Sergeant Todd Knight 
interviewed Witness Lieutenant Noe Garcia. Lieutenant Garcia was interviewed as a 
Witness. The interview was digitally recorded and transcribed. The audio file and 
transcript were submitted with this case. 


Witness Garcia said he supervised Subject Riggio at Long Beach Court from [EE 


Witness Garcia stated he knew Subject Riggio prior to his 
promotion to Lieutenant, worked with her at Long Beach Court. Witness Garcia said 
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he was assigned as a sergeant to ICIB. 


Menot: D 


Witness Garcia said he met Subject Riggio in person, once he was promoted to 
Lieutenant, and was assigned to Long Beach Court. He described his relationship with 
Subject Riggio as professional. Witness Garcia recalled Subject Riggio notified him 
regarding nor ES , feigned suicide attempt. 


IAB Note: LAPD responded to the feigned suicide attempt on October 26, 
2014, see (Exhibit H). 


Witness Garcia recalled Subject Riggio discussed SE back issues, 
which caused him having alcohol, prescription narcotic, and dependency issues. 
Witness Garcia recalled Subject Riggio advising him she was in the process of 
obtaining a domestic violence restraining order against et Witness 
Garcia said, “I don’t remember if she got it but if she did I’m sure she showed it to me,” 


Witness Garcia, page 2). Witness Garcia stated Subject Riggio never mentioned her 
who was in state prison, during their conversations. 


Witness Deputy Jose Velasquez 

On November 24, 2015, Internal Affairs Bureau Investigator Sergeant Todd Knight 
conducted a phone interview with Deputy Jose Velasquez. Deputy Velasquez was 
interviewed as a Witness. The interview was digitally recorded and transcribed. The 
audio file and transcript were submitted with this case. 


Witness Velasquez said he worked at Twin Towers Correctional Facility in the Legal 
Department, and had previous experience working the visiting area. When Witness 
Velasquez worked in visiting, he processed visiting passes. He was asked to research 
visits made to Inmate cer | booking number S. Witness Velasquez 
said he found a visitor pass (Exhibit K), dated October 25, 2009, and he faxed a copy 
of the visitor pass to the Internal Affairs Bureau. Witness Velasquez was asked to 
describe the visitor pass. He described the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department 
visitor pass, which authorized permission to see an inmate. 


IAB Note: Data Systems Bureau, Principal Network Systems Administrator, 


Mario Mejico, stated the cameras located in the Twin Towers 
Correctional Facility only retain video data for one year. 
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Witness Velasquez said, “In this case a WA it goes onto the name of 
the person that’s actually visiting. In this case a , Mauvette Riggio,” (Velasquez, 
page, 2). Witness Velasquez stated there was a second person additionally visiting, 


which was his wife, ME. Witness Velasquez said, “On the bottom 
somebody wrote they’re law enforcement. It says Lomita Station,” (Velasquez, page 


2). 
IAB Note: DOB, (HE), COL 4H is listed as 
wife and girlfriend, in two separate visits. 


Witness Velasquez said when the notations of, “Law Enforcement Lomita Station’ is 
written on the pass, someone would have to identify themselves as law enforcement. 
Then the deputy or custody assistant working visiting, would make those notations on 
the pass. If a law enforcement officer showed the visiting personnel their credentials, 
they would expedite their visit. Witness Velasquez said the purpose of someone filling 
out a visitor pass is to actually gain a visit. 


Witness Velasquez said the visits are face to face, and behind glass the entire time. 
The visits are monitored by a deputy. Prior practice has been to place law 
enforcement visitors in the attorney room, to provide additional privacy. Witness 
Velasquez confirmed the person who filled out the visitor pass (Exhibit K) was 
physically present with the inmate during their visit. 


IAB Note: On December 1, 2015, Witness Velasquez found an additional 
visitor pass (Exhibit K), dated November 14, 2009. This visitor 
ass shows Mauvette Riggio (EES, visiting Inmate 
ree at Subject Riggio’s date of birth and California 
Driver's License information, were written on the visitor pass 
(Exhibit K). 


ICIB Interview of Witness 
On November 10, 2015, Internal Criminal Investigation Bureau Investigator Sergeant 
Eric Castano interviewed {NN at Carson Sheriff's Station. 

was represented by Attorney Don Stansbarger. was 
interviewed as a Witness. The interview was digitally recorded and transcribed. The 
audio file and transcript were submitted with this case. 


described the box of steroids that were found inside Subject Riggio’s 
residence. He stated the steroids were his, and he used the steroids for body building. 

said he obtained the steroids in some other way than a doctor's 
prescription, and he used the steroids for personal use only. [ENN denied 
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Subject Riggio had any knowledge of the steroids, and stated she would not condone or 
approve of him using steroids. 


(GER 2cimitted he has an alcohol substance issue. _He admitted using 
marijuana, prescription pills, and cocaine in the past. O stated when 
he used prescription pills, he took prescribed Norco’s and Xanax, which were 
prescribed to Subject Riggio. a said he took Subject Riggio’s Xanax, 
so he could go to sleep. 


IAB Note: Subject Riggio denied she gave any of her prescription pills to her 
(IAB Riggio, pages 40, 41). 


0O stated he hid all of his substance abuse issues from his wife 
throughout their marriage. ee ee said, “She (Subject Riggio) might have 


thought that was, you know, suggested or something that there was something else but 
i denied it” A v20 ©) 


IAB Note: Subject Riggio was asked what fe | said to her 
regarding the use of steroids. She responded, “He would deny it.” 
She later stated she could not talk to him due to HIPA laws (/AB 
Riggio, pages 7, 8). 


said he, and Subject r were aA through the J. 


because of his alcohol issues and lying. denied taking Subject 
Riggio’s flat badge, or uniform badge for personal use. He additionally stated he never 
impersonated a police officer. 


IAB Note: During an {J Phone call, i told 


“I'm gonna start carrying a fake badge everywhere | go,” (Exhibit 
G, #5, page 6). 


HE stated Subject Riggio never sold any illegal drugs, furnished 
narcotics, and he never observed Subject Riggio use any illegal drugs in his presence. 


SN denied he, or Subject Riggio, handled any illegal firearms. He 
additionally stated he does not own any firearms, and he is does not like guns. 


denied being a Rancho San Pedro gang member. He said one of 
who he talks to everyday, used to be a Rancho San 
said he and rew up together. 
He has known since elementary school. | was ay 
best friend. When went to prison, became 
someone Baza could look up to, because he did not have a father figure in 


his friends, 
Pedro gang member. 
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SE GE 2025 15, 14) 


said San Pedro is a small town, and Rancho San Pedro gang is one 
of the largest gangs in San Pedro. {NEY stated when he goes out to the 
bars, he runs into people he knew from school that are associated with the Rancho San 


Pedro gang. (i saic his i is a documented 


Rancho San Pedro gang member, and he served 12 years in prison. 


described Subject Riggio’s relationship with EE = He 
said, “We were all close at one time, when he got out. After that stretch we got real 
close. He'd come to the house, you know, for dinners and stuff like that but | don't 
know. It’s been up and down,” QE page 75). 


IAB Note: Subject Riggio stated she did not have a relationship with J 
She said in the past 15 years, she can count on one hand 

how many times she had seen Subject Riggio 

said she does not spend time off duty, and he is 

not allowed in her house (/AB Subject Riggio, pages 18 thru 23). 


said i anc HE would not do 
anything illegal, where Subject Riggio would have knowledge, because they respect 
Subject Riggio. said ME is a high school friend and 
Subject Riggio knows because of their friendship. 
was at and Subject Riggio’s house approximately two to three years 


ago, around the same time was released from prison. [x 
HB saic was in prison for a fight involving an off duty police officer 


who was stabbed. 


IAB Note: criminal history consists of 


see (Exhibit F). 


said he did not recall throwing a party for i after he 
was released from prison. 


IAB Note: During an {J Phone call, Subject Riggio told 


“Well, were gonna have a big ass party for you when you get out,” 
(Exhibit G, #6, page 17). 
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During the time was in prison, he called their house every few weeks, 
and when was depressed, he would call daily. ious said 
he did not know if spoke with Subject Riggio when he was not home. 
ass said Subject Riggio is a nice woman, who does not judge people, and 
“takes them at face value,” ‘ey page 18). 


HER dic. not recall if Subject Riggio sent SN a care package 
while he was in —— said it was a long time ago, and he did not 


recall speaking with about Subject Riggio sending a care 
package. 


IAB Note: During an {J Phone call, Subject Riggio told iy 


“Oh, we got your list for...we’re in the process of getting all your 


shit,” (Exhibit G, #6, page 17). During an J Phone call, 
told “Hey did you get the shit 


that we did over the internet... | don’t know. | told Mauvette to do 
it. Said she did it,” (Exhibit G, #7, page 2). 


GE denied providing SN steroids, after he was released from 
prison. He discussed the term “Cycle” while using steroids, which would indicate the 
time period someone would use the steroids. 


IAB Note: During an {J Phone call, told 
“| got juice (steroids)...I'll hook you up.” replied, “I 


need to do at least a cycle,” (Exhibit G, #10, page 7). 


ork Ae i] denied having shotguns or AR-15’s in his residence. He 
acknowledged punching the hole in the upstairs closet, and said, “There were no guns 
in my house,” ( page 21). 


IAB Note: Subject Riggio said, “GB shows up and says, ‘I know where he 
keeps the guns.’ | said, ‘Are they buried in my backyard?’ He 
goes, ‘No.’ | said, ‘Where are the guns?’ And he said, ‘They're 
upstairs.’ | said, ‘in my room?’ Well, apparently, my EE 
had cut a hole in our closet for more storage and found two AR-15's 
and he ($ took them and left,” (CIB Riggio, page 23). 


N was asked if Subject Riggio took her job as a deputy sheriff seriously. 
He replied, yes very seriously. 


IAB Note: During an J Phone call, Subject Riggio told 
“She (Subject Riggio) ...it’s just a job. That’s the way she looks at it, 
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just a fucking paycheck,” (Exhibit G, #10, page 14). 


GER sid he was joking when he spoke about taking Subject Riggio’s 
patrol car for a spin, while he ae to as | He additionally denied he was 


going to provide 


cocaine, once he was released from prison. 


provided his cell phone number MEM, and home phone 
number i discussed additional Rancho San Pedro 


gang members who are in his life. said his WB babysat the 
“l when they were younger. All three are known Rancho San Pedro gang 
members, and he only knows them by their first names, , and $ 


HER said he had “a lot’ of friends that had gone to prison. He 
acknowledged the photograph of him, Subject Riggio, and his wife 
(Exhibit D), at wedding. was asked if he 
ever considered if his association with people from Rancho San Pedro gang, could be 


problematic for Subject Riggio, because she is a deputy sheriff. He said, “No, because 
| didn’t...hang out with them every day,” eee page 31). 


ICIB Interview of Subject Deputy Mauvette Riggio 

On November 3, 2014, Internal Criminal Investigation Bureau Investigators Sergeants 
Eric Castano and Kelly Matthews interviewed Deputy Mauvette Riggio. Deputy Riggio 
was interviewed as a Subject. The interview was conducted in the area lieutenant's 
office at Long Beach Court. The interview was digitally recorded and transcribed. 

The audio file and transcripts were submitted with this case. Following is a summary 
of the interview. 


Subject Riggio and have been . They 
havea year old . Subject Riggio stated used 


as an excuse for using alcohol and possibly controlled substances. 


attempted suicide approximately one week before the ICIB interview. 
Subject Riggio said she feared mee and obtained a domestic violence 


restraining order. 


Subject Riggio read some of the domestic violence restraining order information to ICIB 
investigators. Subject Riggio said; {NN is intoxicated and possibly on a 
controlled substance. They are in the process of legal separation. Due to the fact | 
am a deputy sheriff, | do not want to jeopardize my job. I’ve worked very hard to risk 
my chances of his actions of losing my career. Due to his anger issues, alcohol issues 
| fear for my safety. In my opinion he is using a controlled substance (/C/B, Subject 
Riggio, page 3). 
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Subject Riggio said the previous day she cleaned out her garage. She found a box 
which contained testosterone, and bagged up the contents (/C/B, Subject Riggio, page 
3). Subject Riggio said she found the box of steroids on a hidden shelf, behind the 
refrigerator, in the garage (/C/B, Subject Riggio, page 6). Subject Riggio said the 
testosterone was in liquid form, and there were syringes with the product. She said 

use to be a body builder. He used to lift weights and exercise 
regularly. Subject Riggio said there were signs after EE went into a 
rage, but he denied the allegation. She could not identify when she suspected 

began using steroids. Subject Riggio said, “It's been off and on for 
years,” (ICIB, Subject Riggio, page 7). 


Subject Riggio said she thought {J was additionally using cocaine. She 
said, “I saw him with it once. I’ve caught him and he tried to say it was baby powder,” 
(ICIB, Subject Riggio, page 4). Subject Riggio said this was approximately two years 
ago, and she found the cocaine on her bathroom counter. [J denied 
the substance was cocaine and stated the residue of cocaine was baby powder. 


Subject Riggio said (J hangs out with “losers,” from his work, but they 
are not criminals. Subject Riggio said 

was released from prison approximately six months prior to the ICIB interview. 

is a member of the Rancho San Pedro gang, and his moniker is 
(ICIB, Subject Riggio, pages 9, 10, 11). Subject Riggio said ‘$ was in 
state prison when she first met her è 


IAB Note: 


LASD Field 
Interview cards, indicate SE is a Rancho San Pedro 
gang member (Exhibit E). 


Subject Riggio denied I associated with street gangs, or any criminals. 
She said, “But criminals? No. He’s never, | mean, | don’t think so. 1 don’t —I couldn't 
tell you. Like literally, the last 10 years, it's been such a struggle because it's like he — 
it's been a mystery and it’s been so difficult for me,” (/C/B, Subject Riggio, page 10). 
Subject Riggio said knew the people EE associated 


with, and never associated with the same people, and 
HEB was not involved with any gangs. Subject Riggio said was 
recently released from Folsom prison. 


Subject Riggio said she never felt took advantage, or manipulated her 
to do anything she did not want to do. She stated id not sell drugs. 
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Subject Riggio said she would not be surprised if EEN sold drugs, because 
he had changed. When EE) worked at a company named i, they 
had a Christmas Party. The night of the Christmas party was when Subject Riggio 
found the cocaine, and { stated the cocaine was baby powder. 

Subject Riggio said she thought the people who her {J worked with were using 
cocaine, or supplied him with the cocaine. Subject Riggio said she was not present at 
her home when drugs were being used or sold (/C/B, Subject Riggio, page 14). 


Subject Riggio confirmed her home address of Sy 
Subject Riggio stated she does not have a home phone number, and she had not had a 
home phone (land line) since before her {J was born, over {J years ago. Subject 
Riggio stated she has several cell phones, which she paid for, through the cell phone 
carrier, Sprint. Subject Riggio said her cell phone number is 
HEB cell phone number is and she has two additional cell phone 
numbers for two of her children and i). 


IAB Note: 


Subject Riggio said she kept her firearms and uniform badge at work, and she keeps 
her flat badge with her. Subject Riggio denied giving her flat badge, or uniform badge 
to Subject Riggio said she leaves her weapons at work out of fear 

would do something to her. Subject Riggio stated she did not feel 

would do anything to jeopardize her job. Subject Riggio said she 
owns an additional firearm, her deceased father’s, Pasqual Degaetano’s, 9MM Beretta. 
Sheriff Leroy Baca gave Subject Riggio her father’s firearm and badge, after he passed 
away. 


IAB Note: Subject Riggio’s father, Pasquele Degaetano, employee number 
= was a reserve deputy, from June of 1990 thru March of 
2004. 


Subject Riggio said on October 26, 2014, NN attempted suicide. While 
he was speaking to the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD), i! told 
LAPD officers he had a gun, and he was going to, “have a shoot-out.” Subject Riggio 
was questioned by LAPD regarding the safety and security of her weapons. During 
this time, she received numerous text messages from friends. She reached out and 
asked her friends if they had any knowledge of {NS owning any firearms. 


A friend named [iY came over to her house and told her, “Yeah, he 
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knows where [ij (EE hid some weapons,” (/CIB Subject Riggio, page 
21). Subject Riggio stated her girlfriend , who she described at a close friend, 


has boyfriend named ‘ØE ES 
( had weapons buried in Subject Riggio’s backyard. Subject Riggio 
asked to inquire about the weapons. 


Subject Riggio said, , | shows up and says, ‘I know where he keeps the guns.’ | 
said, ‘Are they buried in my backyard?’ He goes, ‘No.’ | said, ‘Where are the guns?’ 
And he said, ‘They're upstairs.’ | said, ‘in my room?’ Well, apparently, my 

had cut a hole in our closet for more storage and found two AR-15's, and he took 
them and left,” (/CIB Riggio, page 23). Subject Riggio said she did not look into her 
bedroom closet, where the guns were stored. Subject Riggio said, she did not see the 
guns, and {J told her the weapons were AR15’s. 


IAB Note: ICIB Investigators read a text from Subject Riggio’s phone, dated 
Tuesday November 28, 2014, 7:24 PM, Subject Riggio texted 
‘HB came over and told me he knew where HB kept some guns. 
He found two AR15s hidden in a hole {J made. _He took them 
I'm just in shock. [EJ Subject Riggio's , 
replied, “Really, that’s crazy.” Subject Riggio responded, “Yes it 


is. Well, told he had them hidden somewhere and he 
got them from ” “Well he came here but he said he got them 
from the (CIB Subject Riggio, pages 24, 25). 


Subject Riggio said she did not know ee PL a Rancho San Pedro 
gang member. She said her GS anc i have remained 
friends for many years. Subject Riggio was questioned about the name, ‘B which 
sounded similar to a gang moniker. Subject Riggio replied, “Because he was fast...” 
(ICIB Subject Riggio, pages 26, 27). Subject Riggio made a made a motion like a 
boxer, using a speed bag. Subject Riggio said there is not any illegal activity at her 


residence, and no one hangs out at her house. 


Subject Riggio denied using, furnishing, or selling illegal drugs. She stated she has 
only used a prescribed drug, Xanax, for anxiety, and she only has taken the medically 
prescribed doses. Subject Riggio denied using her position as a deputy sheriff, to 
commit a crime, or facilitate the commission of a crime. Subject Riggio denied 
handling, or obtaining illegal firearms. Subject Riggio was asked if she ever thought 
her ee vcs involved in illegal gun sales or trade, after the AR-15’s. Subject 
Riggio replied, “Well, after this, | mean yeah,” (/C/B Subject Riggio, page 29). 


Subject Riggio was questioned regarding her associations with her {EE 
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GEES who was a EE. Subject Riggio said SE was 
not a regular visitor at her residence, but he was welcome in her home because he is 
ro papa Subject Riggio said she was aware BE was a 

. Subject Riggio said, “He knew and respected my position and knew 


and was told don’t ever bring any of your shit or anything into my home,” (ICIB Subject 
Riggio, page 30). Subject Riggio said she took custody of children, 
when was incarcerated. 


Subject Riggio was asked if there was anyone else besides ay whom she 
associated with that was a Rancho San Pedro gang member “type,” that would cause 
the Sheriffs Department concern. Subject Riggio responded, “You see, that’s the 
thing. | don't know who is actually in these gangs,” (/C/B Subject Riggio, pages 30, 
31). Subject Riggio said, she would allow a convicted felon in her residence. She 
said, “If | knew that they were clean and they were completely out of the loop; yeah,” 
ICIB Subject Riggio, page 30). Subject Riggio said she had allowed i‘ 
ty residence, but not on a daily basis. Subject Riggio said she allowed 
her friend, who served time in the County Jail, and was 
arrested for narcotics, into her residence. 


oe Oo 


Subject Riggio said once she found out “History,” she told her I 


she did not want {EEE in her house. Subject Riggio said the Families 
were close, because of her mother. Subject Riggio said she confided in 

about ner B “problem.” Subject Riggio said she observed 

change his life, and she remains friends with him today (/CIB Subject Riggio, pages 33, 
34). 


Subject Riggio was asked if she ever ran anyone on duty, to verify if the persons she 
associated with were good or bad. Subject Riggio said, “I could probably. | don't 
remember, to be honest,” (/C/B Subject Riggio, page 35). 


IAB Note: A RAPS report audit was conducted, using several names listed in 


Exhibit A). The audit revealed Subject Riggio ran her (EE 
in 2012 (Exhibit J). 
Subject Riggio was questioned about her association with She stated 
RII 125 boon 2 fiond of 


for years. Subject 
Riggio said she was an 


attempted suicide. 
She reached out to via text, and was upset he did not respond to her. 
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She stated she has not seen in over a year, and the last time she was 
with was at his edding. Subject Riggio provided a 
photograph of her, and his wife, at [J 

Pe as Le 


wedding. 


IAB Note: The photograph listed above was dated July 27, 2013, (Exhibit D). 


Subject Riggio said 
by shooting, where 


was in jail approximately 15 years ago, for a drive- 
was in the back seat, asleep (/C/B Riggio, page 42). 


Subject Riggio was asked if she had any concern about {EE and her 
dealing in drugs. Subject Riggio replied, “But, he hasn’t even been around,” 
(ICIB Subject Riggio, page 42). 


Subject Riggio said was arrested in the past five years for a fight, 
assaulted an off-duty police officer. Subject Riggio said her 
was with EE in the bar, the night 

was arrested for the assault on the off-duty police officer. One of 


brothers, picked her up from the bar, prior to the assault. Subject 
was convicted of assaulting a police officer and 


Riggio said she heard 
sentenced to prison. 
IAB Note: criminal history consists of 


see (Exhibit F). 


Subject Riggio was asked to describe her relationship with EE while he 
was in prison. Subject Riggio replied, “Nothing, other than when he would call to talk 
to my J He would call from jail and he would say. ‘Hey, you know, can you 
send me money for a TV or stuff like that,” (/C/B Subject Riggio, page 49). 


IAB Note: 


Subject a” was asked if she had a party for after he was 


Subject Riggio replied, “I honestly do not remember. | haven't had a 
party. Like when you're talking party, you're talking like hundreds of people, like...” 
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ICIB Subject Riggio, page 50). Subject Riggio said she did not remember if she had 
over at her house after he was NK /C/B Subject 
Riggio, page 50). 


IAB Note: ICIB sergeants questioned Subject Riggio, a second time, and 
asked her if aa had been in her home. She replied, 
“Yes. But not in the last couple years. No,” (/C/B Subject 
Blasing, page 53). 


Subject Riggio denied having any knowledge of narcotics, including the allegation of her 
EE MEE «souti steroids 10 AAT Sudject Riga 
denied selling narcotics, or being present in her home when drugs were used illegally. 
Subject Riggio replied, “That | have tried to end this marriage years ago because of the 
fear of the unpredictability of him. | don’t know what he does. | don't trust him. All of 
these things, for years, because of the fear of losing my job because they all know how 
much this job means to me,” (/C/B Subject Riggio, page 52). 


Subject Riggio was asked if she ever contacted her unit commander, and filled out a 
request letter, regarding her contact with a recently released prison inmate. Subject 
Riggio said, No...Because to me, | mean, | know that I’m not doing anything wrong and 
| would not allow them to do anything wrong in my home, and because they respect that 
from me and know that of me,” (/C/B Subject Riggio, page 54). Subject Riggio said 
when ES vas released from prison, she had a conversation with Sergeant 
Harris, at Inglewood court. Sergeant Harris told her if she had a brother who was in 
jail, and if she wanted to visit her bother, she would have to, “fill something like that out,” 
(ICIB Subject Riggio, page 55). Subject Riggio said, “I did have something like that 
discussion with her but | never thought that | would have to do anything like that,” (/C/B 
Subject Riggio, page 55). 


IAB Note: Witness Harris did not recall having a conversation with Subject 
Riggio, regarding Subject Riggs A [aa 


being released from prison. 


IAB Interview of Subject Deputy Mauvette Riggio 

On November 12, 2015, Internal Affairs Investigators Sergeants Todd Knight and Patrick 
Mannion interviewed Subject Mauvette Riggio at Internal Affairs Bureau. Subject Riggio 
was afforded Subject Rights. She was represented by Attorney Elizabeth Gibbons from 
the Law Firm of Green and Shinee. Attorney Sherry Lawrence from the Law Office of 
Green and Shinee was present in the interview as a monitor. The interview was digitally 
recorded and transcribed. The audio files and transcript were submitted with this case. 
Following is a summary of the interview. 
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Subject Riggio was hired on September 23, 1999. After the academy, Subject Riggio 


and is currently assigned to Long Beach Court. Subject Riggio said she was assigned 
to Long Beach Court twice in her career. 


Subject Riggio confirmed she was interviewed by ICIB in November of 2014, and she 
received a copy of her transcripts. Subject Riggio stated she obtained a domestic 
violence restraining order against her = in 2014. She 
provided a copy of the restraining order to her Lieutenant, Noe Garcia. Subject Riggio 
said she did not renew the domestic violence restraining order and it is no longer active. 
Subject Riggio said she is currently living at her home with =e and she 
sees him on a regular basis. 


Subject Riggio said during the time she received the restraining order, B 
was an alcoholic, and she suspected he was doing drugs. She described an incident 
after a Christmas party, where she went into their bathroom. She observed a powder 
substance on her bathroom counter resembling cocaine. swiped the 
residue off the bathroom counter, and onto the floor. told Subject 
Riggio the residue was baby powder. Subject Riggio said she advised Lieutenant Parker 
about possible domestic violence issues, but she did not give any specific details 
regardin use of narcotics. Subject Riggio said she suspected 
used cocaine, but she could never prove it (IAB Riggio, pages 6, 7). 


IAB Note: A search of the Employee Information System (EIS), revealed, 37 
former and current employees, with the last name of Parker, 
worked for the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department. This 
search revealed there was no one with the last name of Parker, 
listed at the rank of lieutenant. There was only one employee with 
the last name of Parker, above the rank of lieutenant. 

Commander Michael Parker. His time card indicated he did not 
work in Court Services Division, during his career. 


Subject Riggio was questioned regarding knowledge of how lon had 


been using steroids. She replied, October 26, 2014, when attempted 
suicide, she observed him going in and out of their garage. She searched the garage 


and found a box of steroids, which she gave to Sergeant Castano. Subject Riggio stated 
she did not speak to about his use of steroids, because HIPA laws 
prohibited her from speaking to while he was in the hospital. 

Subject Riggio said the day (NN attempted suicide, he claimed he was 


going to shoot it out with LAPD. Subject Riggio said (NE did not own any 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY Page 19 of 31 IV 2373990 


firearms. Subject Riggio was questioned why she texted her friends, asking them if 
owned any guns. Subject Riggio said she knew her guns were safe, 
accounted for, and she received texts from several people who were concerned about 


GEE Oe of the friends who responded via text, was her friend aa. 


IAB Note: Subject Riggio described {J as “One of the friends l'm close to,” 
(ICIB Riggio, page 22). 


is the to a a ee ee: 
had guns buried in Subject Riggio’s backyard. Subject Riggio said, 
“I called ind asked [if that was true,” (IAB Riggio, page 12). 


IAB Note: Subject Riggio identified $ as J He is listed 
on the [J flow chart (Exhibit B, Item #1). 


HB came over to Subject Riggio’s residence and advised her [EE cut a hole in 
the closet. [J went into the hole in the closet and retrieved the guns. Subject 
Riggio said, “I said, wait, let's call LAPD, called them, got no response, he showed me 
that they were...| cannot say the word,” (IAB Riggio, page 12). Subject Riggio said the 
two guns were BB guns belonging to i. 


IAB Note: In the ICIB Interview, Subject Riggio referred to the guns as AR- 
15's. She stated, “That is what he ( told me they were,” 
(ICIB Riggio, page 23). 


Subject Riggio said she thought the guns were real, based on the accusation = a. oH 
made the day of the attempted suicide. Subject Riggio said when | | removed the 
guns from the hole, she walked upstairs with him to that location where the guns were 
removed. Subject Riggio said she saw the guns, and she was able to inspect them. 
Upon her inspecting the guns, she stated that they were BB guns (/AB Riggio, pages 

12, thru 15). 


IAB Note: In the ICIB interview, Subject Riggio was asked by ICIB 
investigators if the guns appeared to be AR-15’s. Subject Riggio 
said, “I didn’t see them,” (/CIB Riggio, page 23). 


Subject Riggio said she did not know how long the hole had been in the upstairs room, 
because it was a closet they never used. She described the room as a huge living 
room, which had become her master bedroom. 


IAB Note: Inthe ICIB interview, Subject Riggio said, “They're upstairs...In 
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my room. Well apparently, my GB hac cut a hole in our 
closet for more storage and found two AR-15’s and he re si took 
them and left,” (AB Riggio, page 23). 


Subject Riggio was asked about the text message the ICIB investigators read regarding 
the found guns (/C/B Riggio, pages 22 thru 25). She was questioned about identifying 
the ‘ ” who gave the guns to || who then gave the guns to her 

Subject Riggio stated the ‘J were friends of and she 
had no idea who they were. 


Subject Riggio was asked why she never mentioned to ICIB that the weapons were BB 
guns. Subject Riggio said, “I did...! told them that...basically, they asked me what they 
thought initially the guns were. We were told by certain people, re saying 
that he, people had told him that they were AR-15s, so that’s how that was mentioned. 
They never really clarified what they were or not, they never specified, or asked,” (IAB 
Riggio, page 15). Subject Riggio was asked if she ever spoke to her about 
the guns that were found in the closet. She replied, she and her did not 
speak for months, because ES as using alcohol, and prescription drugs 
(IAB Riggio, page 16). Subject Riggio said she had no knowledge of Peet] 
selling guns. 


ICIB Note: 
Subject Riggio said she did not know if i, or Hi: were associated 
with the Rancho San Pedro gang. Subject Riggio said and grew up 


on the same street together, and they have remained friends. Subject Riggio said 
when went to jail, Aa es 
watched over her 


Subject Riggio discussed her relationship with 
frot met MMM s M. 
said she does not have a relationship with 


than five times, in the 16 years she and her 
together. 


She said when she 
was in prison. Subject Riggio 
and she has seen him less 
have been 


IAB Note: This investigation revealed three separate times Subject Riggio 
was present with ares) two separate inmate visits 
(10/29/09, 11/14/09) at Twin Towers Correctional Facility, and at 
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her residence (10/26/14), when her te E ot 


attempted suicide. 


Subject Riggio was asked if she had knowledge of HE criminal history. 
Subject Riggio replied, “All | know is he is a thief,” (IAB Riggio, page 19, 20). 


IAB Note: criminal history consists of 
where 


Exhibit E). 


Subject Riggio said the only relationship she had with is when she 
took custody of as i- children, 

GH Subject Riggio said in 2009, or 2010, and the mother of 
his children, were both in jail. Subject Riggio did not want 

aaa and to go into foster care, so she took custody of eee 


children for nine months. 


IAB Note: Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services 
(DCFS), Supervisor Rodriguez, stated on October 12, 2009, 
Subject Riggio was assisted by DCFS case worker Paige Moore. 
Notes stated they were in the process of obtaining a notarized 
statement from SEES while he was in custody, which 


would allow Subject Riggio, temporary custody of fe a] 


Subject Riggio said she, along with DCFS, drove to the custody facility, ne 
was incarcerated, to sign paperwork, which would give her custody of 
children. Subject Riggio said she notified her Lieutenant (Unknown), at 
Lomita Station, regarding her driving to a Los Angeles County Custody facility, to have 
Inmate ae sis: child custody paperwork. She said, “I had to notify my 
lieutenant who | was at the station at the time, and called their lieutenant to say, hey this 


is what's gonna happen. I never went in there but they...” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 


22). Subject Riggio said she did not know who physically handed the child custody 
paperwork to She stated it was one of the DCFS workers. Subject 
Riggio said her did not go with her because he was 


working, out at sea. 


IAB Note: Two (2) Twin Towers Visitor Passes (Exhibit K) were discovered, 
identifying Subject Riggio visiting The first pass, 
dated October 25, 2009, showed Subject Riggio (“ ’), along 
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with ee O A visiting Innate M 
booking number # The second pass, dated November 
14, 2009, showed Mauvette Riggio en visiting Inmate 


Eas) booking number # 
Subject = said during the time she had custody of (EEE children, 


would call her home phone. They spoke about his children, and 
girlfriend. Subject Riggio said she was upset with 

irlfriend, because she was going to help out Subject Riggio, with the child care of 
EE chiccon, but never did. Subject Riggio said WRB was in the Los 
Angeles County jail system, during the time she had conversations with him about his 
children. 


IAB Note: 


Subject Riggio said she never sent Inmate [EEE 2 care package while he 
was incarcerated in jail, or state prison. Subject Riggio said ter aT < 
released from prison and jail, she did not spend any time with him. _ Subject Riggio said 
ae not allowed in her home, and she has not seen a= 


since October 26, 2014. Subject Riggio said she did not know if her 
ES allowed to come into their home. Subject Riggio 
said she has never visited at his residence, and she does not know 


where he currently resides. 


Subject Riggio was asked to state what she currently knows about the Los Angeles 
County Sheriff's Department Fraternization and Prohibited Association policy. She 
replied, “Now, | know that from what Castano says, that if you’re supposed to ...if you 
have a family member or whatever, you're supposed to notify a supervisor.” Subject 
Riggio clarified her statement, by saying, “That...that was ever in or out of prison,” (IAB 
Subject Riggio, page 24). 


Subject Riggio said she did not violate the Sheriff's Department Prohibited Association 
Policy. She stated, “Cause | haven't done anything. I’ve never had any relationship 
with anyone who’s been in...involved in any illegal activity,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 
24). _Subject Riggio said the only time she notified someone regarding her association 
with eS was when she phoned an unknown male lieutenant, from Lomita 
Station, advising him of the child custody issues. Subject Riggio stated the lieutenant 
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never asked her to document this incident in a memorandum. She could not recall the 
lieutenant’s name. 


Subject Riggio was asked to describe rer as ts) She stated, line =. Perel is 
her friend, who attended high school in San Pedro with him. Subject Riggio 
said she and were not related. She stated their families have known 


each other for many years. Subject Riggio said she is close to 
HE. 2nd Subject Riggio used to babysit her children. 


Subject _ was asked to describe her relationship with aaa She said 


is an acquaintance, who if she ran into him, she would say hello and 
inquire about his family. Subject Riggio said she does not spend time with 

off duty. Subject Riggio was asked to describe her relationship with 

while he was in prison. She replied, she did not have a relationship with 
while he was in prison. Subject Riggio stated she did not know which 
prison served time during the time he was incarcerated. 


Subject Riggio said she only learned about GS criminal — from her 


mother, who is friends with his family. She said her mom told her was 
in a bar fight, and when he was in high school, he was in a car and something 
happened. Subject Riggio said she did not recall the entire story, and she honestly did 
not remember it. She additionally stated (NY was a “bad kid” in high 
school. 


IAB Note: 


see (Exhibit F). 


Subject Riggio was asked if she had any additional knowledge regarding the bar fight. 
She said her was at the bar with people he should not be 
around. She sent her to the bar to pick up 
az That same evening, assaulted an off-duty police officer. 
Subject Riggio said she was unaware of what crime Pn charged with 
during this incident. 


Subject Riggio was asked if she spoke to while he was in prison. She 
replied, “If he would call to talk to my | would give my {EE the phone, but, 


yeah. And I can't even tell you how often or when or...l don’t know,” (IAB Subject 
Riggio, page 28). Subject Riggio said she never sent any care 
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packages while he was in prison. 


Subject Riggio said she never visited while he was in prison. Subject 
Riggio said she did not spend any time with after he was released from 
prison. Subject Riggio was asked if was allowed in her house. She 
replied, “Right when he got released from prison, no,” (IAB Subject Blasing, page 28). 
Subject Riggio said ae i her house, but she 
was never there when visited. Subject Riggio confirmed she provided 
a photograph (Exhibit D), to ICIB investigators of her and ess 

Subject Riggio was asked to provide her general knowledge of what she knew about the 
Rancho San Pedro gang. She said, “They're just shit. They're pieces of shit. They 
run, you know, guns, drugs. There is 3° Street, 16" Street. | think that’s it,” (JAB 
Subject Riggio, page 29). Subject Riggio said she does not know anyone who 


associated with the Rancho San Pedro gang, and she has never done anything off duty 
with any Rancho San Pedro gang member. 


IAB Note: 


stated not 
all of the Rancho San Pedro gang members are on the injunction 


list. This list indicates the following Rancho San Pedro gang 
members, who were served with the injunction. 

A and were not on 
the Rancho San Pedro gang injunction list. 


Subject Riggio said when she worked at Lomita Station, she would stop by her house in 
her patrol car, to check on her children. Subject Riggio said her residence is 
approximately one mile outside of the Lomita Sheriff's Station jurisdiction. Subject 
Riggio stated the purpose of driving her patrol car to her residence was to administer 
medication or check on the welfare of her children. Subject Riggio said she notified 
her supervisors when she drove to her residence on duty. 


Subject Riggio said she never allowed her SEMEEN. GR the opportunity 
to drive her patrol car. Subject Riggio denied transporting shotguns and AR-15’s, in 
her patrol car to her residence. 


Subject Riggio denied having relatives named (iS ES o SY 
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She additionally said these persons are not related to her GB because fi 
family lives in Italy. 


Subject Riggio denied furnishing narcotics inside her residence to anyone. She 
additionally denied giving pee ee | her Department issued flat badge to use. 
Subject Riggio said she never heard the allegation, mm identified himself 


as a police officer, using her flat badge. She stated her flat badge is with her, always. 


Subject a was asked about J She said 


her on a tug boat. Subject Riggio said she is unaware of 
criminal history, or gang affiliations. Subject Riggio said 
Riggio do not hang out together. Subject Riggio was asked if her 


Riggio, is friends or associates of and 
ae Subject Riggio said, “I don’t know. |...because | don’t know anything about 
what my GEE Goce, because we live in the same home, but we have separate lives, 
if that makes sense,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 35). 


IAB Note: 


Subject Riggio said she had been assigned to work at Long Beach Court twice in her 
he second time she worked at Long beach 
Court was from 2012, until present. Subject Riggio stated while she worked at Long 
Beach Court, she recognized people from the city of San Pedro who were in-custody. 
Subject Riggio said there were approximately five people she recognized who were in 
custody, but she could not recall any of their names. Subject Riggio denied removing 
any inmate from general population giving the inmate preferential treatment, which 


included access to phones and food. 


IAB Note: The Cl stated Subject Riggio gave preferential treatment to inmates 
(Exhibit A, page 27). 


During her patrol tenure, 


Subject Riggio used the following computers to perform her daily duties; Mobile Digital 
Computer (MDC), Mobile Digital Terminal (MDT), Justice Data Interface Controller 
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(JDIC), and Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD). Subject Riggio was asked if she knew 
the Department policy, regarding the use of the Department's computer systems. 
Subject Riggio said she understood the computers could not be used for personal 
reasons. 


Subject Riggio was shown an In-Service, dated January 27, 2012, (Exhibit J). Subject 
Riggio acknowledged she worked unit 173. Subject Riggio was shown her unit history 
report for Subject Riggio was shown her inquiry, at 
0954 hours, for Subject Riggio acknowledge the name 
i Subject Riggio was asked why she ran her 

on that date. Subject Riggio replied, “I couldn't even tell 
| don’t know. | don’t remember,” (IAB Riggio, page 38). 


you. 


Subject Riggio denied using the Department resources to obtain personal information to 
assist the Rancho San Pedro gang (/AB Subject Riggio, page 67). Subject Riggio 


denied her was a Rancho San Pedro gang member, and she did not have any 
knowledge sold AR-15 weapons. 


Subject Riggio was asked why she and her (i) EN in their cB 


interviews, did not refer to any of the guns as BB Guns. Subject Riggio said, “Because 
| don't think they ever specified, or they didn’t go into it further,” (AB Riggio, page 40). 
Subject Riggio was asked when she was speaking to the ICIB investigators, did she 
refer to the weapons as AR-15’s. Subject Riggio said, “Yes because that’s what we 
originally thought that's what it was and he saw the text messages. | showed him,” 
(IAB Subject Riggio, page 40). 


IAB Note: In the ICIB interview, Subject Riggio, when asked by ICIB 
investigators, if the guns appeared to be AR-15’s, said, “I didn’t see 
them,” (/C/B Riggio, page 23). In the IAB interview, Subject Riggio 
said she saw the guns and was able to inspect them. Upon her 
inspecting the guns, she stated that they were BB guns (IAB 
Riggio, pages 12, thru 15). 


Subject Riggio said she did not have any knowledge, and was unaware, if 
E sold or furnished steroids. Subject Riggio said she never provided her 


her prescribed medications. 


IAB Note: said he took Subject Riggio’s Xanax so he could 
sleep (Witness page 5). 
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Subject Riggio was provided the opportunity to listen to several Inmate Telephone 
Monitoring System hone calls (Exhibit G, pages, 1, 6, 11, 12), between her 
and Inmate The first audio Subject Riggio listened to was BE 
Phone call #1, (Exhibit G, #1, Audio 48175), dated April 21, 2010, at 1437 hours. 

After hearing the audio, Subject Riggio acknowledged she accepted a phone call from 
Inmate ae was a Chuckawalla Valley State Prisoner. Subject Riggio 
acknowledged hearing the automated recording, “This call is from an inmate at a 
California correctional facility,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 44). Subject Riggio 
acknowledged inmates housed in a prison facilities are in prison for felonious crimes. 


Subject Riggio said she did not know what criminal offense GR committed 
to place him at Chuckawalla Valley State Prison. Subject Riggio stated she was not 
aware Of (gang, or criminal associations. Subject Riggio confirmed 
she discussed work related issues with a ater | She said, “Just telling him 
about my job and how my work is,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 43). 


Subject Riggio discussed some of the following issues with Inmate N- 
status of another state prisoner, Inmate I E work hours at 
Lomita Station, and a text Subject Riggio found on her phone discussing 
GS cocaine being stolen. Subject Riggio was asked if she concluded 
her phone conversation with Inmate ee by saying, “Love you,” (IAB 
Subject Riggio, page 45). Subject Riggio replied, “Because our families are close and | 
always reiterated that,” (AB Riggio, page 45). Subject Riggio told Inmate 

to continue calling her and 


Subject Riggio was asked if she was concerned being a Los Angeles County Deputy 
Sheriff, speaking to a state prisoner at Chuckawalla Valley State Prison. Subject 
Riggio said, “At the time...No...| didn’t think it was wrong,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 
44). Subject Riggio said she never notified her unit commander in writing or verbally, 
regarding her association with Inmate 


Subject Riggio was asked after hearing the audio, if she violated the Sheriff's 
Department Fraternization and Prohibited Association policy. Subject Riggio replied, 
she had no idea. During the time she was speaking to Inmate es -+ did 
not think it was a violation of Department policy. Subject Riggio was asked after 
hearing the audio (Exhibit G, #1) of her and EE and knowing the 
Department Policy on Prohibited Association and Fraternization, did she violate the 
Departments policy. Subject Riggio replied, “I guess so, yeah,” (IAB Subject Riggio, 
page 45). For their entire phone conversation, see ia phone call #1 (Exhibit G, #1 
Audio 48175). 
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The second audio, Subject Riggio listened to was J Phone call #6, (Exhibit G, #6 
Audio 48181), dated October 8, 2010, at 0924 hours. After hearing the audio, Subject 
Riggio acknowledged she accepted a phone call from Inmate ae o was 
a Chuckawalla Valley State Prisoner. Subject Riggio acknowledged hearing the 
automated recording, “This call is from an inmate at a California correctional facility,” 
(IAB Subject Riggio, page 52). 


Subject Riggio was asked why she told Inmate | OQ come over to her 
house, when he gets out of prison. She said, “Because we want him to stay out of 
trouble,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 47). Subject Riggio discussed working patrol. 

She stated she had not made any arrests regarding people she knew, and she is in her 


own patrol car. _ During their phone conversation, Subject Riggio and aaa] 
discussed her == x f was with eres cher sl the day he was arrested for an 


attempted murder on a police officer. Subject Riggio stated she did not have any 
involvement in that incident. 


Subject Riggio discussed some of the following issues with Inmate 
as: oi- conditions and his release date, Hi: being 


released from jail, and Subject Riggio saying, “We're gonna have a big ass party for you 


when you get out, {is Subject Riggio stated she did not throw 
a; party, or attend a party for ee i- he was released 


from prison. Subject Riggio was asked why she did not attend SD ay. 
She said, “Because | had to wait 30 days. That's always how | knew the rule,” (IAB 
Subject Riggio, page 50). 


Subject Riggio stated she was aware of the policy, having to wait 30 days to associate 
with someone who was released from prison. Subject Riggio said she was not aware 
that she could not communicate with someone while they are in prison. Subject Riggio 
was asked if she sent Inmate [J a care package while he was in prison. 
Subject Riggio replied, “That was his mom, me, my | should say my mea 
they were trying to get a package for him together,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 50). 
Subject Riggio denied in i! 3 care package. She said, “I didn’t 
send it. They all did,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 50). 


IAB Note: 


Subject Riggio was asked if she concluded her phone conversation with Inmate "=a y] 
with “Love you,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 51). Subject Riggio replied, 
“Because | care for Richie,” (AB Subject Riggio, page 51). Subject Riggio told Inmate 
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HER io continue calling her the following morning. Subject Riggio said she 
never notified her unit commander in writing, or verbally, regarding her association with 
Inmate (J Subject Riggio was asked if she violated the Sheriff's 
Department Fraternization and Prohibited Association policy. Subject Riggio replied, | 
don't know,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 51). 


The third audio, Subject Riggio listened to was | | Phone call #11, (Exhibit G, #11 
Audio 48186), dated December 5, 2010, at 1329 hours. After hearing the audio, 
Subject Riggio did not acknowledged she accepted a phone call from Inmate | e 
a was a Chuckawalla Valley State Prisoner. Subject Riggio can be heard 
saying | on the audio. Subject Riggio acknowledged she thought she heard the 


automated recording, “This call is from an inmate at a California correctional facility,” 
(IAB Subject Riggio, page 55). 


was her (a 


was nicknamed ' by his mother, and most 


people refer to ” Subject Riggio said she was not in the 

room with while he spoke to Subject Riggio at the 
end of the call, is heard speaking to Inmate Subject Riggio said she 
recalled speaking to =e about the time he spent in prison. 


Subject Riggio was in a conversation with Inmate [EEE when the 
phone call finished. Subject Riggio said she never notified her unit commander in 


writing, or verbally, regarding her association with Inmate i Subject 
Riggio was asked if she violated the Sheriff's Department Fraternization and Prohibited 
Association policy. Subject Riggio replied, “Apparently,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 56). 
For their entire phone conversation, see | | phone call #6 (Exhibit G, #11, Audio 
48186). 


The fourth audio, Subject Riggio listened to was [J Phone call #12, (Exhibit G, #12 
Audio 48187), dated December 5, 2010, at 1345 hours. After hearing the audio, 
Subject Riggio acknowledged she accepted a phone call from Inmate pee | 
who was a Chuckawalla Valley State Prisoner. 


Subject Riggio discussed with Inmate [EEE 2 domestic violence incident 
regarding a Subject Riggio said she was not present when 
the incident took place.__ Subject Riggio gave the phone to eee A so he 
could speak to Inmate Subject Riggio said she was not in the room 
while her GB anc Inmate spoke. Subject Riggio said she did not 
hear their remaining conversation. 
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Subject Riggio was asked if she violated the Sheriffs Department Fraternization and 
Prohibited Association policy. Subject Riggio replied, “Again, at the time did | think | 
was, no,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 59). 


Subject Riggio was shown a flow chart (Exhibit A, Item#1). She was asked to identify 
anyone on the flow chart she knew, or recognized. Subject Ri 
spouse of z 


sold his truck to 
who removed AR-15 weapons from 
Subject Riggio’s residence). 


IAB Note: Subject Riggio was shown a large replica of flow chart (Exhibit B, 
Item #1), the original flow chart is retained by ICIB. This chart was 
duplicated by scientific services, and the large replica copy will be 
retained at IAB, in the Digital Data Transfer Office. See attached 
evidence receipts in (Miscellaneous Documents). 


Subject Riggio acknowledged herself, and on the flow chart (Exhibit 
B, Item #1). She confirmed her home ph s Subject Riggio’s 
cell eT was aes and her cell phone was 


Subject Riggio was asked if seeing her picture on a chart (Exhibit B, 
Items #1), with Rancho San Pedro gang members, as a person of interest the 
listed in their investigation, caused her concern. Subject Riggio replied, “Of course it 
would cause me concern,” (IAB Subject Riggio, page 66). 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


HAOR 


Jim MCDONNELL, SHERIFF 


December 18, 2015 


Deputy Mauvette Riggio, 


Dear Deputy Riggio: 


You are hereby notified that it is the intention of the Sheriff's Department to 
discharge you from your position of Deputy Sheriff, Item No. 2708A, with this 
Department, effective the close of business January 12, 2016. 


An investigation under IAB file number IV 2373990, conducted by Internal 
Affairs Bureau, coupled with your own statements, has established the 
following: 


k That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures 
Sections 3-01/030.05, General Behavior; and/or 3- | 
01/050.85, Fraternization and Prohibited Associations, 
on or about April 2010 to December 2012, you 


maintained a personal relationship or association with | 
a convicted felon and/or an inmate 
incarcerated at State Prison. You 


failed to report to your Unit Commander that you were 
in contact with) via telephone, while he 
was incarcerated at State Prison. 
Additionally, you failed to obtain express written 
authorization from your Unit Commander prior to 
maintaining a personal relationship or association with 

who you knew or reasonably should 
have known had been adjudged guilty of a felony crime, 
as evidenced by, but not limited to: 


211 West TEMPLE STREET, Los ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 


A Tradition of Service 


— Fince 1850 — 
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a. accepting a phone call on April 21, 2010, at 
approximately 1437 hours, from and engaging in a 
personal conversation with B who, 
at the time, was an inmate incarcerated at 

State Prison located in 

California. The conversation, in part, included the 
following: in response to Mr. (MM asking 
whether you were assigned to Lomita Sheriff's 
station, you responded “Yeah, Lomita Fool.” You, 
discussing the criminal activity in the patrol area 
stated, “Harbor Lomas, they been going off lately.”; 
and/or, 


b. accepting a phone call on October 8, 2010, at 
approximately 0924 hours, from and engaging in a 
personal conversation with nAn A 
at the time, was an inmate incarcerated at 

State Prison located in 
California. The conversation, in part, included the 
following: a discussion of your plans after Inmate 
ea release. Specifically, you stated, “Well, 
we're gonna have a big ass party for you when you 
get out.”; and/or, 


c. accepting a collect phone call on December 5, 2010, 
at approximately 1329 hours, from and engaging in 
a personal conversation with EEE who, 
at the time, was an inmate incarcerated at 

State Prison located in 

California. The conversation, in part, included the 
following: “What’s up Eee you ready to get out 
and party or what?”; and/or, 


d. accepting a collect phone call on December 5, 2010, 
at approximately 1345 hours, from and engaging in 


a personal conversation with who, 


at the time, was an inmate incarcerated at 
HEE Siaic Prison located in M 
California. The conversation, in part, included the 
following: a discussion of a domestic violence 
incident regarding aot | ex-wife. You 
can be heard stating, “With dumbass fuckin’ asshole 
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HB ana “ - and she’s a fuckin’ dumbass, fuckin’ 
dumb cunt bitch.”; and/or, 


e. admitting to Internal Criminal Investigations 
Bureau_investigators on November 3, 2014, that 
after was released from prison he 


was a visitor at your residence; and/or, 


f. failing to report your contacts with <2... 3] 


to your Unit Commander and receive written 
approval to maintain a personal relationship or 
association with him. 


R. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures 
Sections 3-01/040.70, False Statements; and/or 3- 
01/040.75, Failure to Make Statements and/or Making 
False Statements During Departmental Internal 
Investigations, you made contradictory, untruthful 
statements, and/or failed to make full, complete and 
truthful statements to Internal Criminal Investigations 
Bureau (ICIB) investigators and/or Internal Affairs 
Bureau (IAB) investigators as evidenced by, but not 
limited to: 


a. stating on November 3, 2014, during an interview 
with ICIB investigators, that you never observed 
where the guns were stored inside your residence; 
however, on November 12, 2015, during an 
interview with IAB investigators, stating that you 
personally observed where the guns were stored 
inside your residence; and/or, 


b. stating on November 3, 2014, during an interview 
with ICIB investigators, that you did not see the 
guns retrieved from your residence, but referred to 
them as “AR-15’s; however, on November 12, 2015, 
during an interview with IAB investigators, stating 
that you saw, and/or, inspected the guns retrieved 
from your residence, and determined that the guns 
were “B.B.” guns; and/or, 


c. denying on November 18, 2015, during an interview 
with IAB investigators, that you had any type of 
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relationship with (EE write he was in 


prison. 


3. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures 
Section(s) 3-01/050.10, Performance to Standards; 
and/or 3-01/030.10, Obedience to Laws, Regulations, 
and Orders; and/or 3-01/100.45, Use of Communication 
Equipment; and/or 3-01/040.95, Confidential 
Information, on or about January 27, 2012, while on 
duty, you failed to perform to standards established for 
your position when you utilized a mobile digital 
terminal/computer terminal equipment and accessed 
the Sheriff's Departmental Computer Terminal to 
btain EEA -vor = License information 
for personal, social or unofficial purposes. 


Additional facts for this decision are set forth in the Disposition Worksheet, 
Investigative Summary and Investigative Packet which are incorporated herein 
by reference. 


You may respond to the intended action orally or in writing. In the event that 
you choose to respond orally to these charges, you have already been scheduled 
to meet with Chief Asmus, on January 11, 2016, at 1000 hours, in his office, 
which is located at 211 West Temple Street, 7 Floor, Los Angeles, California 
90012. If you are unable to appear at the scheduled time and wish to schedule 


some other time prior to Janui 11, 2016, for your oral response, please call 
Chief Asmus’ secretary at Pa oa for an appointment. 
If you choose to respond in writing, please call Chief Asmus’ secretary to cancel 


your scheduled appointment, and send your response to the facts contained in 
this letter to Chief Asmus’ office by no later than January 12, 2016. 


Unless you are currently on some other type of authorized leave, pursuant to 
Rule 16.01 of the Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission Rules, effective 
immediately, you are on paid administrative leave which will continue during 
the fifteen (15) business days you have to respond to the intended discharge or 
until the conclusion of your pre-disciplinary hearing. If you are presently on 
an authorized leave, that leave will continue during the fifteen (15) business 
days you have to respond to the intended discharge, or until the conclusion of 
your pre-disciplinary hearing. 
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If you did not receive the investigative material on which your discipline is based 
at the time you were served with this correspondence, you may contact the 
Internal Affairs Bureau at (323) 890-5300, to obtain a copy of the case file. 
The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 


Sincerely, 


JIM McDONNELL, SHERIFF 


[rate — 


Donnie L. Mauldin, Captain 
Internal Affairs Bureau 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the 
Manual of Policy and Procedures. 
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CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
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COMMISSIONERS: DENNIS F. HERNANDEZ « NAOMI NIGHTINGALE « STEVEN AFRIAT + JOHN DONNER ' Z. GREG KAHWAJIAN 
LAWRENCE D. CROCKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR + STEVE CHENG, HEAD CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


December 13, 2017 


FINAL COMMISSION ACTION 


Subject of Hearing: Petition of MAUVETTE RIGGIO for a hearing on her discharge, 
effective February 1, 2016, from the position of Deputy Sheriff, 
Sheriff's Department, Case No. 16-36. 


The Civil Service Commission, at its meeting held on December 6, 2017 approved findings 
in the above-entitled case. The petitioners objections were overruled. Commissioner 
Donner was absent. 


Since a copy of these findings has already been provided to all the parties, we have 
enclosed a copy of the signed formal order of the Commission for your records. 


Anyone desiring to seek review of this decision by the Superior Court may do so under 


Section 1085 or 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure as appropriate. An action under 
Section 1094.6 can only be commenced within 90 days of the decision. 


Lawrence D. Nee eke 


Executive Director 
Enclosure 
c:  Mauvette Riggio 
Elizabeth Gibbons 


Avi Burkwitz 
Sheri Ross 
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In the matter of the discharge, effective ) 
February 1, 2016, from the position of Deputy ) 
Sheriff, Sheriff's Department, of 
ORDER OF THE CIVIL 
SERVICE COMMISSION 


MAUVETTE RIGGIO 
(Case No. 16-36) 


On December 6, 2017, the Civil Service Commission of the County of Los Angeles over-ruled 
the Petitioner’s objections. The Commission adopted as its final decision, the findings and 
recommendation of the Hearing Officer, Sheri Ross, to sustain the Department. Commissioner 


Donner was absent. 


Dated this 13" day of December, 2017. 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


In the Matter of the Appeal of Case No. 16-36 


) 
MAUVETTE RIGGIO ) PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT, 
Appellant ) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, 
) AND RECOMMENDATION 
And ) 
) 2 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY ) RECEIVED 
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT ) 
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) CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
TDL: 11 2017 
APPEARANCES 
For the Appellant: Elizabeth Gibbons 
Green & Shinee 


A Professional Corporation 
16095 Ventura Blvd. Suite 1000 
Encino, CA 91436 


For the Respondent: Avi Burkwitz 
Ryan A Graham 
Peterson, Bradford, Burkwitz 
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Burbank, CA 91502 


Hearing Officer: Sheri E. Ross 


Hearing Dates: September 8 and November 14, 2016, February 16 and 17, 
and April 24 and 28, 2017 
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ISSUES 
1. Are the allegations contained in the Department's letter of February 5, 2016, 
true? 


2. If any or all are true, is the discipline appropriate? 


DEPARTMENT EXHIBITS 
1. ICIB Complaint Report and Supplemental Reports, 9/3/12 — 11/13/14 
2. ATF Flow Chart 
3. Closure of ICIB case, 1/14/15 


4. Photos 


5. Criminal History oY 
6. Criminal History FO 


7. Telephone Call Transcript — 4/21/10 

8. Telephone Call Transcript — 6/30/10 (i) 
9. Telephone Call Transcript - 6/30/10 (ii) 
10. Telephone Call Transcript — 7/17/10 (i) 
11. Telephone Call Transcript — 717/10 (ii) 
12. Telephone Call Transcript — 10/8/10 

13. Telephone Call Transcript — 10/13/10 (i) 
14. Telephone Call Transcript — 10/13/10 (ii) 
15. Telephone Call Transcript - 11/14/10 (i) 
16. Telephone Cail Transcript — 11/14/10 (ii) 
17. Telephone Call Transcript — 12/5/10 (i) 


18. Telephone Call Transcript - 12/5/10 (ii) 


19. Selected Miscellaneous 

20. Notice of Intent to Discharge, dated 12/18/15 

21. Discharge Letter, dated 2/5/16 

22. Disposition Worksheet, dated 12/15/16 

23. Return of Completed IAB Investigation and Investigator's Log, dated 12/7/15 
24.1AB Personnel Investigation Form and Investigative Summary, dated 12/2/15 


25. Transcript of 11/9/15 IAB Interview of O 


26. Transcript of 11/23/15 IAB Interview of [EE 
27. Transcript of 11/24/15 IAB Interview of [NN 
28. Transcript of 11/10/15 IAB Interview of AAA 


29. Transcript of 11/3/15 IAB Interview of Mauvette Riggio 

30. Transcript of 11/12/15 IAB Interview of Mauvette Riggio 

31.Personnel Performance Index, Written Reprimand 

32. Selections of Audio of Telephone Call Recordings 

33. Full Length Audio of Telephone Call Recordings Transcribed as Exhibits 7 
through 18 

34. Selections of ICIB and IAB Interview Recordings 

35. Fraternization Policy signed by Appellant on 4/13/00 

36. Training Materials package 2 

37.Lockup Manual, dated 10/25/1999 

38. Jail Operations Class #311 

39. Signed MPP (Former) Section 3.01/050/85, dated 4/13/00 - WITHDRAWN 


40.Revision of MPP (Former) Sections 3.01/050.85 and 3.01/050.90, dated 5/1/00 


41. Training Materials package 1 


INTRODUCTION 


Mauvette Riggio, the Appellant, (Appellant) was notified by the Sheriffs Department, 


(Department) on February 5, 2016, in a letter, that effective February 1, 2016, she 


would be discharged from her position as Deputy Sheriff. The basis for the discharge 


was stated as: 


Violating the General Behavior and/or Fraternization and Prohibited Association 
Policies from April through December 2010, by maintaining a personal 
relationship or association with = convicted felon and/or inmate 
incarcerated a Es: Prison; and failing to report such 
contacts to her Unit Commander; 

Violating the False Statements and/or Failure to Make Statements and/or Making 
False Statements during Departmental Internal Investigations Policies, by making 
contradictory, untruthful statements and/or failing to make full, complete and 
truthful statements to the Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) and/or 
Internal Affairs Bureau (IAB) investigators in November 2014 and November 
2015; and 

Violating the Performance to Standards, Obedience to Laws, and/or Confidential 
Information Policies by using her Department computer equipment while on duty 
to obtain her ive: ‘s license information for personal, social or 


unofficial purposes on January 27, 2012. 


Appellant denied the allegations or that she violated the Department's policies. She 
also asserted that even if the allegations were found to be true, the discipline was not 


appropriate. 


Appellant commenced her employment with the Department on April 3, 2000, as a 


Deputy Sheriff. At all times relevant, the Appellant was assigned to the Lomita Sheriffs 


Station or the Long Beach Courthouse. The AARG OOOO ü O 


EVIDENCE 


After graduating from the Academy, Appellant worked e 


The allegations in this matter all pertain to the timeframe in which she was assigned to 


the Lomita Station. 


Appellant’ 0 ——————— SSS | 
a part of that investigation, the investigators obtained phone 
recordings from calls placed to Appellant's residence of conversations with state 


prisoner(s) and looked into Appellant's potential involvement in narcotics. In November 


2010, a confidential informant called the Department's complaint line and stated that 


Appellant's OOOO O O Rancho San Pedro gang member o=] 
ben aI 
a result of the call, the matter was assigned to the Department's Internal Criminal 


Investigations Bureau (ICIB) concerning potential criminal conduct by Appellant. 


ICIB began its investigation but waited until ATF concluded its investigation without 
charging Appellant before interviewing Appellant. Lt. Eric Castano (Castano), then a 
sergeant with the Department's Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau, (ICIB), was 
assigned the case in 2014. At that time Castano reviewed the ICIB case file, as 
compiled by two other Department employees prior to his assignment to the matter, as 


well as the telephone recordings of April 21, 2010 through December 5, 2010 
conversations between Appellant's household and (ew 
individual incarcerated in E: :-:- Prison at the time of each recorded 


conversation. Each of the recorded phone calls was 5 -20 minutes in length and there 


is an automated warning at the beginning of each call stating: 


An inmate 2 Es: Prison in HE California. To accept, 
dial or say five and hold. To refuse, hand ... (tone). Your call is being connected. 


Thank you for using Global Tel*Link. 
Automated warnings are repeated at intervals during phone calls. 
On April 21, 2010 Appellant accepted a call from in which she discusses family, 
O OR situation, mutual acquaintances, his release date, her work 
assignment at the Lomita Sheriff's station, and local criminal activities. a B 


phoning for Appetiant but he was not at home that day. 


On October 8, 2010 Appellant accepted another call from i >>er 
was not home. On this morning, Appellant discussed family members with Eo 
him when he got out “You ain't fuckin’ goin’ nowhere. You're goin’ here...; discussed 
her patrol assignment with the Sheriffs Department; Ewin had just gotten out of 
jail and the drug use of = Appellant's [EEE took HE cocaine 
without paying for it; told him “Well, we're gonna have a big ass party for you when you 
get out.”, “Oh, we got your list for--- we're in the process of getting all your shit.”, and 


“call in the morning tomorrow if you can.” 


On December 5, 201 again placed a call to Appellant's home from prison. 
Both Appellant and ner 22: to answer within seconds of one another and 
Appellant drops off the call immediately while her converses with O | 
Towards that end of the call Appellant seeks her assistance in getting their 
pe of the bath, her BB «0s out of the conversation and she takes over the 
phone, speaking with 2 They were discussing family when the call 
apparently, times out and ends. a's back and Appellant alone picks up this 
time and continues to discuss family with B someone who got busted, and E 


Profanity is liberally peppered in the conversation by both parties. 


Appellant was interviewed by Castano on November 3, 2014 about the conversations 


with a. if she and her hosted a party for wren he got out of 


prison, and a conversation between [and her EN getting cocaine for 


that party. Castano advised Appellant that she did not have to interview with him, that 
the interview was voluntary, and it would not be held against her if she refused. 
Appellant proceeded with the interview without counsel. During the interview, Appellant 
told Castano: 

. He was intoxicated and possibly on a controlled substance and as a 
result of his alcohol abuse, controlled substance abuse, mental abuse and 
fearing for her safety, she was seeking a legal separation from him; 

* She suspected ne was using cocaine based upon her observations of 
residue on the bathroom counter, but he told her it was baby powder; 

+ She found injectable steroids on a shelf behind their garage refrigerator with 


syringes; . 
. Her who was in prison when she first met [Eis 


« She kept ner his term of service with the Department in her 
mother's safe, but did not know of any other weapons that she o o O | 
had access to; i 

+ HER a triend of Appellant's ll td her that he knew where fi | 
kept guns upstairs in a hole cut in a closet; that he found two AR-15s, took them 
and left, and that she did not see any guns; 

« She never had any associations with persons that would fall within the Policy and 
Procedures of the Department as open and notorious or fetons other than her 


+ No documented gang members have been at her house; 


e The only convicted felon ever to visit her home was re OOOO O 

« She was not aware of EEE being involved in drug sales, drug use and 
the movement of illegal guns; 

e She had not seen | o over a year, showed the Officers a photo taken of 
him the last time she saw him at a wedding in July 2013, described how she met 
him and described him and his history, she said that they exchanged texts more 
recently, and recounted that he would call from jail and talk to | 

e She did not have a party fof wren he got out of jail and did not recall him 


visiting her home after he got out of jail. 


Appellant EE contacted Castano and requested that he be interviewed. The 
interview of Appellant i by ICIB took place on November 10, 2014. On 
January 2, 2015, the ICIB investigation was closed as a result of lack of probable cause 
that a crime had occurred. A closure memo dated January 14, 2015 indicated the ICIB 
casebook would be delivered to the Internal Affairs Bureau (IAB) to determine the 


appropriate course of action regarding administrative issues. 


Lt. Todd Knight, (Knight), who was a sergeant in IAB in 2015 was assigned the IAB 
investigation based upon a fraternization allegation with regard to Appellant. Knight 
reviewed the ICIB file and interviewed Appellant on November 12, 2015. Appellant 
received the transcript of her ICIB interview before the IAB interview. Appellant told 


Knight that: 


| 
i 


On October 27 she found an old box of steroids in the garage and gave it to 


Castano; 


Neither she nor owned any guns; 

That whose name SE <-s not have a criminal history or 

gang affiliation; 

She CS T asked if it was true that à guns in nea 
| he over and said there were guns in a hole in )] 


| p showed her the guns, they were BB guns, he removed them, 


and she referred to the weapon as an AR-15 in her interview with ICIB because 


that's how they were identified in text messages sent to her by ll 


She did not know G J were associated wih 

He iE =- in prison when they bn, had been in and 
out of prison thereafter MEN she never sent him Care packages in prison; 
She never violated the Fraternization or Prohibited-Association policy as she 
“never had any relationship with anyone who's been in... involved in any illegal 
activity’; 

To from prison, she would give the phone she 
never visited [in prison EE nay have allowe to visit 


== he left prison when she was not present, and the only time she 


has seen GG he left prison was at a wedding 


She has never associated with any member of ve 
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e When she was working out of the Lomita Sheriff's station on January 27, 2012 
the computer she was using logged in at 9:54 AM to inquire about a person with 
Hane and date of birth, but she has no recollection as to why she 
would have ‘run’ him and speculates she may have been showing a tide-along 
how the system works; 
e She acknowledged speaking O con GG listening to the 
audio recordings of the conversations; she told | g one of those calls to 


come to le e] because they wanted him to stay out of trouble; there was a 


party thrown Go ron he got out of prison at she did not 


attend because she knew she had to wait 30 days “to be around anyone who is 
released from prison”; HR contributes funds towards a Care package to 


a but she neither contributed nor sent the package; and she did discuss a 


domestic violence incident regarding) ith him in one of the calls 


Knight completed a report summarizing the facts uncovered in his investigation. The 
report along with all documents, including Department policies, and the ICIB and IAB 
reports were reviewed by Warren Asmus, (Asmus), Chief of the Department's Court 
Services Division, who decided to terminate Appellant. Asmus was concerned with the 
words used by Appellant in her conversations wt =. as: the things she said 
about her work, individuals who had been arrested, getting a Care package together for 
him, throwing a party for him and local street gangs as none of these conversations 
should be taking place between a deputy sheriff and someone in state prison. He 


considered the inconsistencies between her interview with ICIB and IAB on topics such 
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as the AR-15s vs. BB guns. Also under consideration was her acknowledgment that 
she could not send Care packages, that she knew and understood the fraternization 
policy; and that she acknowledged the calls. Domestic violence in Appellant's 
household as well as her | factored into the decision. Asmus also 
considered the Guidelines for Discipline which set forth the following range of actions for 


the listed policy violations: 


Policy: Suggested Discipline: 
3-01/030.05 General Behavior Written Reprimand to Discharge 


3-01/050.85 Fraternization and Prohibited Discharge 
Associations 

25-day Suspension to Discharge 
3-01/040.70 False Statements 


3-01/040.75 Failure to Make Statements 
and/or Making False Statements During 25-day Suspension to Discharge 
Departmental Internal Investigations 

Written Reprimand to Discharge 
3-01/050.10 Performance to Standards 


3-01/030.10 Obedience to Laws, Written Reprimand to Discharge 
Regulations, and Orders 

3-01/100.45 Use of Communication 1—5-Day Suspension 
Equipment 


Asmus found all the allegations to be accurate so after the Case Review, the matter 
proceeded to a letter of intent and a Skelly hearing. Asmus was the Skelly officer and 


was presented with the argument that the Fratemization policy was vague and there 
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was inadequate training’ thereon. He concluded that even if there was not enough 
training, common sense should have come into play and Appellant should have known 
to at least contact her Unit Commander, and his decision to terminate Appellant was 


unchanged. 


Appellant's fellow Deputy Sheriffs testified that there was no formal training on the 
fraternization policy, the policy was limited to persons in County custody, they did not 
know memos had to be written to one’s captain if a person who is or has been 
incarcerated is known to you socially, a Union representative briefed them on the policy 
after Appellant's termination, and after the Union rep's briefing many employees sent 
memos to the captain because they knew persons who had been or are incarcerated 
socially. Mark Erbacker, Deputy Sheriff and Union representative, (Erbacker) stated that 
there may have been handouts, training bulletins and training in the Deputy Court 
Services class on fraternization, but when the Department wants to ensure that you 
understand a policy change, it may be sent via JDIC, a packet requiring signature, or a 
roster for signature. Erbacker did not recall signing any type of acknowledgment of 


training on the 2010 change in the fraternization policy. 


1 On April 13, 2000 Appellant received the Fraternization policy when she was hired, at which 
time it only spoke to persons in the custody of the LA County jail system. (Appendix A) The 
Fraternization policy was revised on May 1, 2010 to include persons in the custody of any law 
enforcement agency. (Appendix B). The Prohibited Association policy was covered in Bailiff 
Orientation class. The Fraternization and Prohibited Association policies were combined in 
2013. When policies change, employees may be formally changed on them, briefed on them 
and/or just sent repetitive emails on the changes. 
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Several additional character witnesses testified about Appellant's family situation, how 
important it was for her to follow in her father’s footsteps as a Deputy Sheriff and how 
she would never do anything to tarnish his badge. PY also testified that, to 
her knowledge, Appellant never sent a Care package = he never told her 
that he had spoken with Appellant while in prison, that Appellant did not have a party for 
him, but did stop by for five minutes at a party she hosted for HE wien he left 
state prison, and Appellant s comments about cocaine were just a stupid 
ike å — K8 that she did not think Appellant was ary, 
that her Mk ppreciated talking to her when he was in prison to keep his spirits up, any 
talk about cocaine would have been a joke, and Appellant and HB became a 


source of support for her ter they got married. 


On April 13, 2000, Appellant signed an acknowledgment of receipt of the fraternization 
policy along with a stack of other documents. Appellant first heard about the 


fraternization policy in the Academy but all she remembers is the 30-day rule. After the 


Academy, she received il -: her first assignment after 


graduation was in Twin Towers. At that time fraternization was covered in a 2-hour 
block, but she does not recall what was discussed. She was never advised that the 


policy changed to cover anyone in law enforcement custody as opposed to Los Angeles 


when she first accepted a call ron April 2010 from state prison she thought 


the policy did not apply. 
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Appellant ne: 1997 or 1998 when she began dating She rarely 


saw =a as he was on tug boats away from home for six months at a time and only 


saw him when Ea .:s around. i a... together ata 6” 


St. San Pedro bar when oot into the trouble that resulted in his incarceration in 


state prison. 


Has also a friend oi. had no criminal history that Appellant 
knew of, he was N... and was never in a gang. Appellant's 
a «2: in custody in O0 J the time she worked the Lomita 


Sheriff's station. 


Appellant states that she was never told she could not tell people she knows about high 


crime neighborhoods such as Harbor Lomas. 


Appellant believed that] was doing cocaine because after a Christmas party 
she opened the door[pathroom and saw a powdery substance on the counter 
that he was brushing off and claimed it was baby powder. She had no actual evidence 
that es doing cocaine, he denied it and she wanted to believe him. || 
HE cid have a drinking problem, moved out an ii O O No 
guns were kept in her home ater -< she kept her duty weapon 
in her locker at work. On the day Appellant's = E 
N ::-- there were AR-15s in her closet, but she did not go with him or 


1s 


see them. The ICIB interview occurred on her first day back to work after re 


a: brought the investigators from {CIB back to her house to show 


them the closet where the guns had been stored and to take G S out 


ofthe garage. After the interview, she went toi = 


screamed at him about the guns. He said they were pellet guns and later brought them 


to her house to show them to her. The guns were BB guns. 


Appellant states that she was confused about the fraternization policy, did not know that 


anyone had to be informed of relationships, and thought she was under investigation 


about communications with ne not some obscure conversation with 


At the time of the IAB interview Appellant had not coor years, so answered 


that they were acquaintances. She savy a handful of times after she got 


HE cluding at ris ow renewal commemorated by a photo on her 
phone. She did not sen Care package, woo dia. Appellant did 


not tell a supervisor that she was in contact with I 
She states that if she did run] through the computer she does not recall 


doing so, had no reason to do so, but could have run him to show someone else how to 


do it 


16 


Due to a medical condition, Appellant has a poor memory. She did not reveal her 


condition to ICIB, IAB, her supervisor or during her Skelly hearing. 


Finally, Appellant states that deputies are supposed to know policies, but it is impossible 
to know them all. She should not be held accountable if she did not know a policy as 
there was no time to review and know them all. Appellant states that if policies change 


it is the Department's responsibility to train the employees on the change. 


DISCUSSION 


Appellant did not fraternize “o g taking his phone call on April 21, 2010 as 
the policy in place at that time only concerned persons in Department custody and 


Blasing was in state prison at the time. 


The policy did change however on May 1, 2010 to include any person in the custody of 
any law enforcement agency and to expand prohibited conduct to include “maintain a 
business or personal relationship or association with...” While Appellant contends that 
she had no personal relationship with the substance of the calls, the fact that 
she accepted the first two calls from the prison, in which she kne wM =s 
incarcerated, when ves not home, taking the phone from a: 
December 2010 when her son was experiencing distress in the bath and continuing a 
conversation with him rather than just hanging up, her acceptance of another call from 


coat] in December at which time she alone conversed with him; and her own witness’ 


comment that she and ee EE <r group ater 
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belie this assertion. Appellant did not notify her unit commander of the conversations in 


October and December 2010. 


Appellant's contention that she did not know of the changes in the fraternization policy 
due to deficient training and a lack of understanding do not pass muster either. The 
requirement that Department employees notify a unit commander was in place when 
Appellant was hired in 2000. There is absolutely nothing new about this provision of the 
policy notwithstanding the testimony of Appellant's witnesses including a Union 
representative that they were unaware of its existence. Similarly, even though there is 
no document signed by Appellant to show that she read and/or trained on the new 
policy, there was no contention or proof that the updates were not disseminated to staff 
in the same manner as any other new or updated policy. The failure, if any, of Appellant 
and her colleagues to read the policy and ask questions about any provisions they did 
not understand is not the responsibility of the Department. The Department is not 
required to conduct a briefing session or specific training about every new or updated 
policy, but employees are subject to discipline for violations of Department policy as set 
forth in 3-01/030.10 Obedience to Laws, Regulations and Orders. Ignorance of a policy 
that was disseminated is no defense to violating that policy. Finally, during her IAB 
interview she told Knight that she knew she had to wait 30 days “to be around anyone 
who is released from prison”. She did not state that the policy only applied to County 


jails. 


It was apparent during Appellant's testimony that after a full day of hearing she was 


tired, just wanted her hearing to conclude, and did not exhibit the same thoughtfulness 
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in responding to questions as she had when she first took the stand. This may have 
happened to Appellant during her ICIB interview also and she may have given 
testimony without the thoroughness of thought necessary. Nonetheless she made 
several statements during the ICIB interview which she contradicted at the IAB 
interview. Among these contradictory statements were the statements abou 
retrieving AR- 15s from her former bedroom closet, but never seeing them vii 
showing her the BB guns; and no convicted felons have ever been in her home vs. 


Boning to her home after his release from prison to visit EE Appetiant 


also stated in the IAB interview that she had no relationship wit onc that if 


He her home she handed the phone to | so the recordings 


demonstrate that on two occasions she accepted a collect call Go ner Ml 
|S not home and on another occasion accepted a collect call from him when 
HER 2s home, but did not hand the phone over to him. Not only some of 

Appellant's statements to the Department false, but she was given the transcript of her 

interview with ICIB prior to the IAB interview and had she taken the opportunity to read 

it, could have either offered corrections and explained discrepancies during her IAB 
interview. This was another case of Appellant apparently not reading documents 


provided her. 


Finally, the records from the Departmental Computer Terminal show that on January 27, 
2012 Appellant accessed [EEE driver's license information. Her speculation 
that she did so as a training exercise for a ride-along more likely than not to be false. If 
she was running anyone's license for training purposes, why not run her own or the 


person who was being trained? Neither the Department nor the Appellant established 
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the reason why she ran 6 ivers license. Consequently, the Department 
did not establish that Appellant used the Departmental Computer Terminal for a 


“personal, social, or unofficial! purpose”. 


Appellant has a challenging life with a Ee: less than ideal 


HE --- facts, however, do not lead to a reduction in the severity of discipline 
Appellant's own apparent failure to attend to details such as reading the fraternization 
policy and even reading her own ICIB interview transcript before embarking on another 
interview on the same subject matter with IAB does not confirm Appellant's assertion 
that she is dedicated to her job and would do nothing to tarnish the Department's 


reputation. 


FINDINGS OF FACT 


1. Appellant was notified by the Sheriffs Department on February 5, 2016, ina 
Notice of Discharge, that effective February 1, 2016, she would be discharged 
from her position as Deputy Sheriff. 


2. Appellant commenced her employment with the Department on April 3, 2000, as 
a Deputy Sheriff. At all times relevant, the Appellant was assigned 
Sheriff's Station 


3. Appellant did not engage in fraternization by conversing with an inmate of a 
California state prison on April 21, 2010 as the policy then in force was limited to 
persons in the custody of the Department. 


4. The fraternization policy changed on May 1, 2010 to cover “business and 


personal relationships” with any person in the custody of any law enforcement 
agency. 
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5. Employees are required to read new policies and updated policies as they are 
distributed by the Department and need not be specifically trained or briefed on 
each one. 


6. From 2000 through 2010 the fraternization policy required a memorandum to the 
employee's unit commander for any covered conduct. 


7. Appellant demonstrated a personal relationship with a person in the 
custody of law enforcement, as evidenced by the content of her conversations 
with him while in state prison from April 21 through December 6, 2010; by 
accepting two collect calls from him while in prison when EEE vas not 
home; by taking over a call from him from 7 December 6, 2010 
when wes experiencing distress in the bath rather than hanging up; by 

a: ain later that day; and by bein p-r 


accepting a call from 
since ior with 


8. Appellant did not report her October and December 2010 conversations with 
EZEN her unit commander. 


9. Appellant violated the fraternization policy on October 8, 2010 by accepting a 
collect call from EE a prison inmate, and discussing topics such as his 
release and a party when he was released as well as not notifying her unit 
commander 


10. Appellant violated the fraternization policy on December 5, 2010 by taking the 


phone from EEE hen he was conversing wit! ho was still in 
prison, and discussing family. She violated rnization policy again that 
day by accepting a second collect call from E discussing family and 
someone who got busted. 


11. Appellant did not violate the fraternization policy when I sites 
pease] at their residence after his release when she was not home. 


12. Appellant's failure to report her interactions with EP ter May 1, 2010 to her 
unit commander was a violation of the fraternization policy in place at that time. 


13. During her interviews with ICIB and IAB Appellant did make contradictory, untrue 
and/or incomplete states to Department investigators with regard to: 
a. The type of gun found in her residence, 
b. Whether or not she the place in which the guns were stored, and 
c. Her relationship “| 


14. Appellant failed to avail herself of the opportunity to read the transcript of her 


ICIB interview and offer corrections and/or to acknowledge errors and correct 
them at her IAB interview. 
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15.On January 27, 2012 Appellant did access her computer to obtain information 
concerning IMM ver's license. The Department did not however 
establish the reason for such access was “personal, social or unofficial 
purposes.” 


16.While Appellant's personal circumstances are extremely difficult and she has no 
history of discipline, the discipline is within the Guidelines, discharge is the sole 
consequence for Fraternization and Appellant failed to mitigate the impact of her 
fraternization by giving contradictory, untrue and incomplete statements to 
Department investigators when she had the opportunity to correct misstatements 
or misunderstandings in before or during her IAB interview. 


CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
1. The Department has met its burden in proving that the allegations contained in its 
letter of February 5, 2016, are true. 


2. The Department met its burden in providing that the discipline is appropriate. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


The Department did not meet its burden of proof with regard to the April 21, 2010 
allegation of fraternization or the January 27, 2012 allegation of misuse of 
communication equipment, misuse of confidential information and failure to obey laws, 
regulations and orders. The Department did meet its burden with regard to the October 
8 and December 5, 2010 allegations of fraternization and the allegations of making false 
statements or failing to make statements during Appellant's [CIB and IAB interviews. 


Therefore, it is recommended that the Department be sustained in the discharge. 


Respectfully submitted this 11" day of July, 2017 


| Sev Kes 


Sheri E. Ross 


Hearing Officer 
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SHERI 


COUNTY OF Los ANGELES 
HALL OF JUSTICE) 


Fè 


ee 


Jim MCDONNELL, SHERIFF 


February 5, 2016 


Date of Department Hire 04/13/2000 
Deputy Mauvette Riggio, iE 


Dear Deputy Riggio: 


On December 18, 2015, you were served with a Letter of Intention indicating 
your right to respond to the Sheriff’s Department’s pending disciplinary action 
against you, as reported under File Number IAB 2373990. You were also advised 
of your right to review the material on which the discipline was based. 


You did exercise your right to respond. However, after review and consideration 
of the response submitted to support your position, it has been determined that 
the recommended discipline is appropriate. 


You are hereby notified that you are discharged from your position of Deputy 
Sheriff, Item No. 2708A, with this Department, effective as of the close of 
business on February 1, 2016. 


An investigation under File Number IAB 2373990, conducted by Internal Affairs 
Bureau, coupled with your own statements, has established the following: 


1. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures 
Sections 3-01/030.05, General Behavior; and/or 3- 
01/050.85, Fraternization and Prohibited Associations, 
on or about April 2010 to December 2018, you 
maintained a personal relationship or association with 


, a convicted felon and/or an inmate 
incarcerated at State Prison. You 


failed to report to your Unit Commander that you were 
in contact with , via telephone, while he 
was incarcerated at State Prison. 


211 West TEMPLE STREET, Los ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 


A Tradition of Sewice 


— Fince 1850 — 
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Additionally, you failed to obtain express written 
authorization from your Unit Commander prior to 
maintaining a personal relationship or association with 

who you knew or reasonably should 
have known had been adjudged guilty of a felony crime, 
as evidenced by, but not limited to: 


a. accepting a phone call on April 21, 2010, at 
approximately 1437 hours, from and engaging in a 
personal conversation with , who, 
at the time was an inmate incarcerated at 

State Prison located in 

California. The conversation, in part, included the 
following: in response to Mr. asking 
whether you were assigned to Lomita Sheriff’s 
station, you responded “Yeah, Lomita Fool.” You, 
discussing the criminal activity in the patrol area 
stated, “Harbor Lomas, they been going off lately.”; 
and/or, 


b. accepting a phone call on October 8, 8010, at 
approximately 0924 hours, from and engaging in a 
personal conversation with ii aaa eke who, 
at the time, was an inmate incarcerated at 
MEE s-t- Prison tocated in A 
California. The conversation, in part, included the 
following: a discussion of your plans after Inmate 
ee] release. Specifically, you stated, “Well, 
we're gonna have a big ass party for you when you 
get out.”; and/or, 


c. accepting a collect phone call on December 8, 2010, 
at approximately 1329 hours, from and engaging in 

a personal conversation with S. who, 

at the time, was an inmate incarcerated at 
Prison located in B 

California. The conversation, in part, included the 


following: “What’s up i you ready to get out 
and party or what?”; and/or, 


d. accepting a collect phone call on December 5, 2010, 
at approximately 1345 hours, from and engaging in 
a personal conversation wth who, 
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at the time, was an inmate incarcerated at 
MEE -+++ Prison located in M 
California. The conversation, in part, included the 
following: a discussion of a domestic violence 
incident regarding i You 
can be heard stating, “With dumbass fuckin’ asshole 

and “- - and she’s a fuckin’ dumbass, fuckin’ 
dumb cunt bitch.”; and/or, 


e. admitting to Internal Criminal Investigations 
Bureau investigators on November 3, 2014, that 
after was released from prison he 
was a visitor at your residence; and/or, 


f. failing to report your contacts with 
to your Unit Commander and receive written 
approval to maintain a personal relationship or 
association with him. 


R. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures 
Sections 3-01/040.70, False Statements; and/or 3- 
01/040.75, Failure to Make Statements and/or Making 
False Statements During Departmental Internal 
Investigations, you made contradictory, untruthful 
statements, and/or failed to make full, complete and 
truthful statements to Internal Criminal Investigations 
Bureau (ICIB) investigators and/or Internal Affairs 
Bureau (IAB) investigators as evidenced by, but not 
limited to: 


a. stating on November 3, 2014, during an interview 
with ICIB investigators, that you never observed | 
where the guns were stored inside your residence; 
however, on November 12, 2015, during an 
interview with IAB investigators, stating that you 
personally observed where the guns were stored 
inside your residence; and/or, 


b. stating on November 3, 2014, during an interview 
with ICIB investigators, that you did not see the 
guns retrieved from your residence, but referred to 
them as “AR-15’s; however, on November 12, 2015, 
during an interview with LAB investigators, stating 
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that you saw, and/or, inspected the guns retrieved 
from your residence, and determined that the guns 
were “B.B.” guns; and/or, 


c. denying on November 18, 2015, during an interview 
with IAB investigators, that you had any type of 
relationship with (J while he was in 
prison. 


3. That in violation of Manual of Policy and Procedures 
Section(s) 3-01/050.10, Performance to Standards; 
and/or 3-01/030.10, Obedience to Laws, Regulations, 
and Orders; and/or 3-01/100.45, Use of Communication 
Equipment; and/or 3-01/040.95, Confidential 
Information, on or about January 27, 2012, while on 
duty, you failed to perform to standards established for 
your position when you utilized a mobile digital 
terminal/computer terminal equipment and accessed 
the Sheriff's Departmental Computer Terminal to 
obtain driver’s license information 
for personal, social or unofficial purposes. 


Additional facts for this decision are set forth in the Disposition Worksheet, 
Investigative Summary and Investigative Packet which are incorporated herein 
by reference. 


In taking this disciplinary action, your record with this Department has been 
considered, and a thorough review of this incident has been made by 
Department executives, including your Unit and Division Commanders. 


You may appeal the Department’s action in this matter pursuant to Rules 4.08, 
4.05 and 18.02 of the Civil Service Rules. 


You may, if you so desire, within fifteen (15) business days from the date of 
service of this notice of discharge, request a hearing on these charges before the 
Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 522, 
Los Angeles, California 90018. 
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The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 
Sincerely, 


JIM Me: NELL, SHERI 


er) 


WARREN R. ASMUS, CHIEF 
COURT SERVICES DIVISION 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the 
Manual of Policy and Procedures and Civil Service Rules. 


WRA:KM:DLM:vv 


cc: Advocacy Unit 
Warren R. Asmus, Chief, 
James C. Thornton Jr., Captain, 
Internal Affairs Bureau 
Judy A. Gerhardt, Captain, Personnel Administration 


